
testimony?

A Reviewed it, OSS?

Q Ordering system.

A Ordering system. Depends on how you

define ordering system. You place orders through

the interface. So I guess you could argue that

BY MS. MARSH:

Q All right.

Mr. Meixner, as I understand it now,

your opini6ns run only to a review of the

interfaces being used by Ameritech, not the

underlying legacy systems; is that correct?

A Yes, that was the scope of our review.

Q Now, on April 16th, Ameritech reported to

the Dow Jones News Service that Arthur

Anderson -- and this is a quote Arthur

Anderson had reviewed its ordering system

recently and verified its readiness to be hooked

up to other carriers, quote closed.

Is that statement accurate given your

1
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JUDGE GUERRA: Let's take a break.

(Recess.)
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it works through the ordering system, you know.

Q If you define the use of the word ordering

system in that phrase to mean the entire system

used by Ameritech to process CLEC orders, is· that

quote accurate?

A Probably not. I think we looked at the

interfaces and Joe Rogers' team looked at the

downstream systems.

o Just a couple questions just to make sure

I understand the scope of the review that your

team did.

As to the late 865 problem, did your

team attempt in any way to assess whether CLECs

were receiving 865 notifications late?

A No.

o Okay. If there was evidence that CLECs

were on a regular basis receiving 865

notifications late, would that affect your

opinion as to operational readiness?

A Of the interfaces or the entire system? I

was ju·st --

Q The opinions you're rendering in this

1806
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1 docket.

2 A Yeah. The opinions I'm rendering in this

3 docket affect the interfaces. And the fact that

4 the 865s corne out of the downstream system, you

5 know, I can't say I did not look at that and

6 don't know about it.

7 Q So then the answer is that would not

8 affect your opinion as to operational readiness?

9

10

A Right.

Q Are you aware of the fact that some CLEC

11 customers are being double billed for usage?

12 A I read in Mr. -- I don't remember if it

13 was Mr. Connolly's or Holly Miller's testimony

14 something about that, yes.

15 Q And if there was evidence that, in fact,

16 there were certain AT&T customers that were being

17 double billed, would that affect your opinion as

18 to operational readiness in this docket?

19 A It would depend on the extent of the

20 problem. If it affected one customer or two

.-.
~~:-.-

21

22

customers, probably not.

you'd have to look at it .

If it was pervasive,
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That's --

1

2

3

4
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22

o What is pervasive?

A You know, it would have to have them -

you know, I don't know how I would define that.

I know I get bills today from American Express or

Mastercard and they have errors, but I consider

those systems operationally ready and

o Well, if you saw evidence that Ameritech

itself has identified potentially 157 customers,

AT&T customers, that are potentially being double

billed, would that affect your opinions as to

operational readiness in this docket?

A That's not an interface issue.

again, billing is a downstream system.

o What about -- have you seen any evidence

of back logged orders?

A Please define what a back logged order is.

o Sure. Do you know what an 855 transaction

is?

A Is that the acknowledgment?

o Yes.

A" Okay.

Q Isn't that a transaction that is generated

\::t~;' 1808
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1 by the interface and sent to a CLEC upon receipt

2 of an order?

3 A I'm not sure it comes out of the

4 interface, but I think that's right.

5 Q When ~ou say interface, what system are

6 you referring to?

7 A The systems that receive the order and

8 post it to the Mortel database.

9 Q And does that system have a name?

10 A Just the AIlS Gateway systems. There's a

11 whole series.

12 Q And so your opinions as to interface focus

13 on the AIlS Gateway; is that correct?

14

15

A Right.

Q Now, the 855s, I believe, are generated by

16 the Mortel system

17

18

19

20

21

22

A Okay.

Q upon receipt of an order?

A If it's just the order of acknowledgment

that we received it, that sounds reasonable.

Q . And would you agree that that issge would

be relevant to a review of the interface?
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1

2

A If it's produced by the interface, yes.

Q Have you seen any evidence of the fact

3 that the Mortel system is not timely sending 855

·4 notices back to CLECs because of a backlog?

5

6

A No, I haven't.

Q If there was evidence that orders were

7 being backlogged in the Mortel systems and 855s

8 were not being generated, would that affect your

9 opinion as to operational readiness?

10 A I don't know. I'd have to see what the

11 evidence was.

12 Q Well, I happen to have some.

13

14

15

MS. MARSH: I will mark this as AT&T 19.

(Whereupon, AT&T Cross

Exhibit No. 19 was

16 marked for identification,

17 as of this date.)

18 BY MS. MARSH:

19 Q Mr. Meixner, this is a chart that was

20 prepared by AT&T using data that was -provided to

21 it on -the Amer i tech order status report dated

22 4/29/97. I don't expect you to be able to verify

1810
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errors and order submission but were instead

Q If these were not attributable to CLEC

operational readiness?

to operational readiness?

Some of these could have

I'm not in a position to

I just don't know.

I'll just ask you to accept it as true

A It could, but I just don't have the data

A You know, just looking at this, I couldn't

to verify that one way or another.

If this was the evidence of backlogged

Q . Can you explain to me why 309 orders that

were inserted into the Ameritech system on 4/25

the wrong data.

attributable to the system's inability to process

these orders, would that affect your opinion as

been caused by a CLEC sUbmitting an order with

number of 855s that were backlogged for each day,

evaluate the causes.

would this evidence affect your opinion as to

really tell you.

855s for April 17th through the 28th showing the

necessary.

this.

subject to verification with supporting data, if

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11
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13
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20
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22

.'..
~-"
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had not yet received an 855 notification as of

4/29?

A No, I couldn't.

Q Is that an issue or a problem that your

team assessed or reviewed?

A No, it is not.

Q Did you make did your team make any

attempt to evaluate what is known in the

Ameritech system as IP errors?

A No. I've heard of those, and I believe

they come out of one of the legacies, ASA system

or ASON (ph).

QAnd because they're related to the legacy

system, is that likewise something else that's

outside the scope of your review?

A Right.

Q Let's talk a little bit about manual

intervention. You did conduct an assessment of

manual intervention; is that correct?

A That's correct.

Q And I believe that your testimony. was that

the level of manual intervention that was being
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1 seen did not concern you; is that correct?

2

3

A That's correct.

Q And, in fact, you testified that the level

4 of manual intervention was decreasing over time;

5 is that correct?

6 A Yeah. Based on the three months we looked

7 at it, it appeared to be, right.

8 Q Would it concern you -- I'm sorry. Let's

9 look at your schedule that you prepared on that

10 which, I believe, is Schedule 4 to your

11 testimony.

12 Now, according to your Schedule 4, the

13 level of manual intervention was down to 26.7

14 percent in March; is that correct?

15

16

A That's correct.

Q Would it concern you if the level of

17 manual intervention for orders processed in April

18 was up to 44 percent?

19

20

A Not necessarily, no.

Q And would that affect your opinion as to

21 operational readiness?

22 A No. I mean, manual intervention, in my

1813
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1 opinion, does not affect operational readiness.

2 They're two separate and distinct issues.

3 Q And why does manual intervention not

4 affect operational readiness?

5 A Because my understanding is that Ameritech

6 has service level agreements or interconnection

7 agreements or something with carriers that

8 specifies the time intervals that they will meet

9 for various activities. And as long as they meet

10 those commitments, those service level

11 agreements, which seem to me that's the relevant

12 measure.

13 Q Did your team make any attempt to assess

14 Ameritech's ability of performance on due dates

15 for the period that you reviewed?

16

17

A No.

Q Wouldn't that be important in connection

18 with the opinion you just rendered to determine

19 whether Ameritech is indeed meeting its due

20 dates?

21 A . It could be, sure. But I mean that's not

22 something I looked at, so it's hard for me to
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A No.

commitment; is that true?

commitment; ,is that correct?

Q Did your team make any attempt to

But that's true, we did not look at

Well, Ameritech explained to us one of theA

Q And as I understand your testimony, your

A Yeah. There could be a variety of

A Right.

Q Well, you just told me that manual

Q Now, what's your -- did you -- in your

assessment of manual intervention, did you make

any effort to determine the reason why orders

were falling to manual?

requested due dates to meet service commitments?

determine whether Ameritech was modifying CLEC

Ameritech was indeed meeting the service

reasons.

why.

team made no attempt to determine whether

intervention to you is not a significant issue as

long as Ameritech was meeting its service

render an opinion one way or another.1

2

3

4

5

6
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manual so we could estimate the work effort

to process those orders?

required to work those orders.

Q Would you agree with me that manual

No.A

inefficient than electronic processing? .

intervention or manual processing is more

Q And did you make any effort to determine

Q Did you make any effort to determine

Did you make any effort to determine

A Well, my understanding is Ameritech chose

A We talked about that with Ameritech, and

cost justified to make such a change.

benefit analysis of whether or not it would be

it was driven by their business reasons and cost

whether that was an efficient way for Ameritech

to process certain types of orders manually.

the reasons why the orders were falling to manual

driven by CLEC problems or by Ameritech problems?

whether the reasons it was falling to manual

manual was the types of orders that went to

things we looked at in our capacity model for1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13..

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22
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1

2

3

Q You would not agree with that?

A No.

Q Would you agree with me that manual

4 processing is more prone to error than electronic

5 processing?

6

7

A No.

Q Did you see any evidence in your review

8 that manual processing causes delays?

9 A No. We did look at the Wisconsin Service

10 Center where some of the manual processing

11 occurred. And in terms of what was being done to

12 those orders, it did not concern us as far as,

13 you know, the delay.

14 You're looking at usually a 24-hour

15 window on these order acknowledgments and so

16 forth. And some of these delays were just a few

17 seconds, you know, to pass an order through or

18 some modification.

19 Q Let me hand you what I've marked as AT&T

...
.~.

'~i;.:.

20 Cross Exhibit No.

21

22
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1 (Whereupon, AT&T Cross

2 Exhibit No. 20 was

3 marked for identification,

·4 as of this date.)

5 BY MS. MARSH:

6 o On the first page, if I could turn your

7 attention to the 855 response times for Illinois

8 for orders that were completed, do you see that?

9

10

A Yes.

o Does that data there suggest to you that

11 it is much more likely for an 855 response to be

12 in excess of 24 hours if the order was completed

13 on a manual basis?

14 A Where does it break out what's manual

15 versus not manual?

16 0 If you see the two lines that say

17 complete, there's one for auto process and one

18

19

20

for manual process.

A At the bottom.

MS. SUNDERLAND:

Do you see that?

I'm going to obj~ct to the

21 witness being asked to say anything about this

i .
.. ~.

22 exhibit. It's obvious that he's never seen it
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1 before.

2 MS. MARSH: He's an expert who purports to

3 have made a review of Ameritech's operation

4 support systems and just told me he saw no

5 evidence that manual processing causes delays.

6 MS. SUNDERLAND: If she wants to ask him

7 whether he saw this report, that's one thing. If

8 she wants to cross-examine on the contents, I

9 think that's beyond the scope of his testimony.

10 He obviously has not seen it before and is not in

11 a position to testify.

12 MS. MARSH: He's a systems expert. If he can

13 render any testimony or an opinion on this

14 document, I would like it. If he can't offer me

15 any opinions, then he can give me that answer.

16 JUDGE GUERRA: Whose document is this?

17 MS. MARSH: It is an Ameritech generated

18 document that relates to service readiness

19 testing by AT&T and Ameritech.

20 JUDGE GUERRA: Mr. Meixner, have -you ever

21 seen this document?

.
~-

22 THE WITNESS: No.
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what caused -- there's a cause and effect

BY MS. MARSH:

contents, he's never seen the document before.

A Not necessarily, no.

I'll

so

You just can't tell by looking

He's never seen the document.

That's why this issue is

JUDGE GUERRA:

at percentages and data.

Q And why is that?

steps to process.

Q Mr. Meixner, if there was evidence that

A Because you'd have to know a lot more data

submitted and that Ameritech was taking extra

were because of problems in the order that was

some of the orders that were processed manually

relationship between this, and it could be that

as to whether manual processing causes delays?

after a 24-hour period than if it was processed

automatically, would that raise a concern to you

it was more likely to receive an 855 notification

suggested that if an order was processed manually

allow some general questions, but as to specific

So I'm going to sustain the objection.
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difficult. You almost need to go back to the

service level agreements and just have a

commitment.

o Isn't an 855 response issued by the system

before the processing itself upon receipt of the

order in the interface?

A Before the processing by the downstream

systems you mean?

o Yes.

A I believe so.

o So as it relates to 855 response time

only, if there was evidence that showed that an

order that was ultimately processed manually was

likely to receive an 855 response later than an

order that was processed automatically, would

that raise concerns to you as to whether manual

processing causes ~elays?

A No, for the same reason I said in the

prior question.

o If there was evidence that showed that an

order ·that was rejected manually was likely to

take longer to reject than an order that was

1821



1 rejected automatically, would that raise concerns

2 to you as whether manual processing causes

3 delays?

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

A Not necessarily, no.

(Whereupon, there was a

change in reporter.)
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A. Yes.

correct?

A. That's correct.

Q. Did the Anderson team also do a

Mr. Meixner, can I refer you toMS. MARSH:

as billing and usage ASRs and the repair and

A. Yes, but we didn't complete it for

Q. And what is your conclusion?

O. Now in connection with your capacity

A. Okay.

O. Does Arthur Anderson currently have

A. Well, based on the work that we were

able to complete subsequent to this filing during

do capacity testing on the ordering system as well

the month of April, we were able to successfully

ordering systems?

any opinion as to the capacity of Ameritech's

inclusion in this testimony.

capacity analysis of the ordering system?

calculation on the pre ordering system; is that

analysis, the Anderson team did a capacity

schedule three of your testimony.

1
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1 maintenance.

2 Q. Have you produced the information that

3 supports that testing in this docket?

4 A. I don't believe we have.

5

6

7

8

9

10

MS. MARSH: I haven't seen it if you have.

MS. SUNDERLAND: Was it available in the

discovery stuff?

THE WITNESS: Some of it was just finished

up in the last few days. We can get it for you.

MS. MARSH: If they haven't produced it,

11 I'll be denied an opportunity to cross examine him

12 on that. I would move to strike his opinions

13 based on materials that they've .completed but not

14 produced in this docket.

15 JUDGE GUERRA: Have these materials been

16 requested?

17 MS. MARSH: Yes. We have requested twice

18 all materials that were prepared, reviewed or

19 relied on by the Arthur Anderson team in

20 connection with their opinions in this docket.

21 MS. SUNDERLAND: Can I just check something

.... -
'~q.

22 with my people .
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1

2

JUDGE GUERRA: Do we have an answer?

MS. SUNDERLAND: It is my understanding and

3 I would be willing to, you know, undertake to

4 verify it overnight, that in response to AT&T's

5 fifth data request where they asked for all of the

6 materials that Anderson had produced subsequent to

7 the April 4th testimony that was delivered to them

8 on Friday, all of that, you know, the work papers

9 on that capacity testing was provided to them.

10 MS. MARSH: As it relates to the repair and

11 maintenance and billing capacity as well?

12 MS. SUNDERLAND: I would have to verify what

13 was in the box. It's certainly my understanding

14 that ordering was in there; and for the other two,

15 I just need to check.

16 MS. MARSH: Okay.

17 Q. Well, let me focus just on the

18 ordering interface for now.

19 Can you tell me what is Anderson's

20 conclusion as it relates to Ameritech's capacity

21 for the ordering interface?

22 A. Yes. That it exceeded the capacity

1825
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actual achieved was 368,000 orders per month.

what the capacity conclusions are.

thought ordering was on that exhibit as well.

orders. Okay.

I

Is that --

Okay.

As far as ordering, the

I'm not sure which one you want to

Okay.

I want to talk about ordering.

Thank you.

You said ordering but this is the

I think I have it here.

A.

Q.

A.

Q. And what was that number, do you

Q. So it's Anderson Consulting's opinion

Q. The way I read a line on that exhibit

A. Well, monthly orders generating pre

capacity, the ordering interfaces, have the

capacity for 368,000 orders a month?

that the Ameritech interfaces currently have the

month based on the forecasts we used, and that the

required monthly volume was 239,000 orders per

that says orders per hour, but it's unclear to me

talk about.

pre ordering.

know?

required for the fourth quarter of '97.1
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1

2

A.

Q.

That's correct.

Now, you made some indep~ndent

3 assessments as to how long it would take on orders

4 that fell out to manual, how long it would take to

5 process those orders; is that correct?

6 A. Yeah. Now you're on the manual

7 capacity side, right?

8 Q. Yes.

9 And I believe it was your opinion

10 that it would take approximately nine minutes to

11 process a quote simple order that fell off to

12 manual; is that correct?

13 A. Let me just double check that on my

14 schedule.

15 9.3 for a simple order.

16 Q. And what was the basis for that

17 conclusion? What tasks did you assume would have

18 to be performed?

19 A. Basically these were to do whatever

20 needed to be on any type of a simple order that

21 fell out.

22 This was an average across all the

1827
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tasks that a service rep would have to perform.

So it would vary from order to order and that's

just an average.

Q. So on simple orders there weren't any

asspmptions made about specific tasks that would

have to be performed?

A. No. Instead it was based on the

actual experience that the service reps were

taking. They added up the total time for, you

know, a hundred simple orders and divided then by

the -- by a hundred to get the average per order.

So some might have taken 5 minutes; som~ might

have taken 15.

Q. And in your assumption as to complex

orders was 47 minutes; is that correct?

A. Yes.

Q. Turning back to your Schedule 3 that I

was referring you to before.

On the repair and maintenance

functions, you indicate that Ameritech payphone

service is using the trouble report information

request; is that correct?

1828



1

2
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A. That's correct.

Q. Now, you have indicated that in

connection with various unbundled product groups.

Do you see that?

A. You mean are you still on repair and

maintenance?

Q. Yes, repair and maintenance Ameritech

payphone services use?

A. Yes.

Q. It's my understanding that Ameritech

payphone services does not purchase any unbundled

products.

Am I incorrect in that

understanding?

A. I'm not sure.

Q. Do you know what basis that you

concluded that Ameritech payphone service was

using repair and maintenance interface in

connection with unbundled products?

A. Yeah, one of the members of my team

concluded that and I can find out easily enough.

Q. Can you turn to your Schedule 4, sir?
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